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Michail Tarelka, Sergejus Temčinas
Lietuviškas užkalbėjimas, užrašytas arabiškais rašmenimis totorių rankraštyje

Straipsnyje aptariamas unikalus lietuvių kalba arabiškais rašmeninis rašytas rankraštinis tekstas, neseniai aptiktas buvusios Lietuvos Didžiosios Kunigaikštystės žemėse gyvenančių totorių XIX a. pabaigoje – XX a. pradžioje rašytame chamaile (maldaknygėje). Netoli dabartinių Lietuvos sienų esančiame baltarusiškame Pastovio arba Medilo miestų regione kadaise gyvavęs rankraštis dabar saugomas privačioje kolekcijoje Baltarusijoje. Jame arabiškais rašmenimis surašytas lietuviškas užkalbėjimas, naudojamas gyvatei įkandus. Straipsnyje publikuojama šio teksto lotyniškoji transliteracija kartu su rankraščio atitinkamo fragmento nuotrauka, pateikiama jo interpretacija, atlikta pasitelkus originalius panašaus turinio tos pačios paskirties lietuviškus užkalbėjimus. Išanalizavus totoriškame rankraštyje surašytą lietuvišką užkalbėjimą paaiškėjo, kad jis yra kilęs daugmaž iš to paties regiono Lietuvos rytuose ir Baltarusijos vakaruose (tarp Kaltanėnų, Mielagėnų, Tverečiaus, Dysnos, Adutiškio Lietuvoje ir Pastovių ar Medilo Baltarusijoje), kuriame ir buvo totorių užrašytas arabų rašmenimis.

Rolandas Kregždys
Lexical Borrowings in the Works by Kristijonas Donelaitis: Polonisms

The article presents methodology and criteria of identification of the Polonisms in the poetic works and the 1st letter written in Lithuanian by Kristijonas Donelaitis. The article deals with the etymology and developmental peculiarities of the 59 Polonisms and 24 morphophonetic alternatives and secondary derivatives. 
Due to the analysis suggested here the following conclusions are proposed: 
1. In accordance with the principles of (α) establishment of the primary source of variants of the Lithuanian loanwords (by virtue of areal attribution), (β) their phonetic / morphological / semantic identity (agreeably to modulation α), and also the usage peculiarities of primary forms (unessentially of the inherited layer) on the West Slavic ground and their secondary variants in the East Slavic languages (being based on the influence of factors α and β), Polonisms of the works by K. Donelaitis might be distributed into 3 groups: I. m o n og e n i c (i. e., not submitted in lexis of the East Slavic languages [by means of the factor α]); II. i n d e t e r m i n a t e (be cause of presence of variants of the loanwords from Polish in the East Slavic lexis [under the factor α] of the different period of time); III. a l t e r n a t ive (III.1. the forms of the inherited layer specific to Polish and one of the East Slavic languages [in relation to the factor α]; III.2. doublet lexical variants of the foreign origin, derived from the different primary source; III.3. semipolonisms). 
2. The usage of the following Polonisms are identified in the works by K. Donelaitis: a) 11 monogenic lexical borrowings and 12 morpho-phonetic alternatives and secondary derivatives; b) 47 indeterminate lexical borrowings and 12 morpho-phonetic alternatives and secondary derivatives; c) 1 alternative loanword. 
3. Lexis of the Polonisms of the works by K.Donelaitis is valuable for its clarification and evaluation features facing with the problem of segregation and codification of the Polonisms, White-Russianisms and Germanisms.

Janina Švambarytė-Valužienė
The Dictionary = From Encyclopaedia. 1903 – the Manuscript Dictionary of Matas Slančiauskas

The manuscript heritage of linguistic subjects by Matas Slančiauskas (21/02/1850 –11/03/1924) devoted to scientific community and society is not yet known to its full extent. The article presents the manuscript The Dictionary = From Encyclopaedia. 1903 and its transcript Šioks, toks žodynelis [some dictionary] 1910 which are both stored in the department of History of Šiauliai museum “Aušra”. the code of the dictionary is ŠAM GEK 15819, the code of the collection and inventory number is I–R 196. The code of the transcript Šioks, toks žodynėlis is ŠAM GEK 15814, the code of the collection and inventory number is I–R 130. 
422 words are presented in The Dictionary = From Encyclopaedia. 1903 The transcript Šioks,toks žodynelis 1910 contains five words (word combinations) less (417 words in total). In the Dictionary of 1903 the following references are made: 172 words are referred to be of Latin origin, 69 words are referred to be of Greek origin, 26 words are referred to be of French origin and 14 words are referred to be of English, German, Italian and Sanskrit origin; 116 words have no reference to the origin. 30 personalia, 64 expressions and 27 word combinations and abbreviations are provided in the dictionary. 
The composition of The Dictionary = From Encyclopaedia. 1903 and its transcript Šioks, toks žodynelis 1910 by Slančiauskas stands the same as the one of the contemporary international word dictionaries: the words are presented in alphabetical order, emphasised words are defined in different ways (by one word, synonym pairs, word collocations, relations to Lithuanian associations); the majority of words contain an origin reference (abbreviations: lot., gr., angl., itt., vok. and etc.). The manuscripts contain names of famous researchers of various scientific areas (philosophers, writers (prose and poetry), historians, theologists, travellers, inventors, and etc.); the abbreviations of widely used words, collocations and sayings are also present in the dictionary. 
The manuscripts maintain the features typical to subdialect of West highlanders around Šiauliai (immutable an, am, en, em; hardening of consonant l (in front of e, ę, ė, ei) and palatalization; shortening of unstressed ending; adding j in front of e, ie and etc.; various morphological instances (suffixes, athematic verb forms, full adverbial forms, and etc.) and some syntactic subjects (especially concerning the use of prepositional constructions). 
The Dictionary = From Encyclopaedia. 1903 and its transcript Šioks, toks žodynelis 1910 can be attributed to the lexicographic history of loanwords in Lithuania i.e. to the lexicographic history of international word dictionaries. The Dictionary = From Encyclopaedia. 1903 and its transcript Šioks, toks žodynelis 1910 demonstrate the conditions for the occurrence of the dictionary of loanwords. The transcription of the Dictionary of 1903 could have served as the aim of learning (the author presupposes that there might be more transcripts). The manuscripts reveal the necessity to systematically arrange the loanwords and the instigation to compile Svetimų ir nesuprantamų žodžių žodynėlis 1907 by Jurgis Šlapelis [the Dictionary of Loanwords and Unknown Words]. Thus, the early period of the lexicographic history of loanwords could be dated earlier in four years and start not with a Dictionary by Šlapelis, but with the Dictionary of 1903 (from 1903 to 1936).

Santeri Junttila
The Latest Fifty Years of Studies into the Prehistoric Contacts between Baltic and Finnic

In terms of Finnic loanwords in Baltic and Baltic loanwords in Finnic, the main conclusion of Sabaliauskas is still valid: the oldest Baltic borrowings have reached the Proto-Finnic stage, whereas all Finnic borrowings in Baltic languages are much more recent. However, several loanword etymologies presented by him have been proven erroneous, and many new etymologies have been presented. Therefore, some claims, which still occur in recent Lithuanian language literature on cultural history, have become obsolete.
The development of linguistic typology and increasing knowledge of the structures of languages have globally enabled evaluation of the grammatical similarities between Baltic and Finnic languages in a way that was not possible ever before. Some shared features mentioned by Sabaliauskas have been shown to be accidental, but some others are still being considered contact-induced. 
The most substantial part of Sabaliauskas paper, dealing with the prehistoric context of the contacts, has become obsolete for two reasons, which have not reached the Lithuanian or Baltologic discussion so far. Firstly, the etymological studies of Jorma Koivulehto since the 1970’s have revolutionized our understanding of the relative chronology of prehistoric contacts between Uralic and Indo-European languages. Secondly, the 20th century practice of equating language, archaeological culture and genetic (“racial”) features in the past has proven to be very problematic. Instead of Sabaliauskas’ Neolithic dating, the Bronze Age seems a more likely context for the Baltic-Finnic contacts.

Harald Bichlmeier, Václav Blažek
Elbė: apie vieno hidronimo ištakas

Straipsnio tikslas – apibendrinti svarbią istorinę informaciją, susijusią su hidronimu Albis / Elbe / Labe bei kitais hidronimais, padarytais su ta pačia šaknimi, aptarti žodžių darybos sunkumus ir galiausiai įvertinti įvairius etimologinius bandymus atsižvelgiant į semantinę tipologiją. Du sprendimai atrodo priimtinesni nei kiti: „baltoji“ etimologija, kurią pasiūlė Hansas Krahe, ir „lėtai tekanti“ etimologija, kurią pirmas pasiūlė, bet plačiau neištyrė Volfgangas P. Schmidas.

Laimutis Bilkis
Regarding the Origins of Some Lithuanian Hydronyms (II)

New versions of the origin of the names of previously analysed lakes and rivers are raised in the article. 
The compound hydronyms Bldiškės ẽžeras is most probably secondary and originated from authentic form of Bldiškis, which originally comes from Lithuanian bildti ‘meaning to produce a certain sound by hitting solid objects; to bump, to thunder’. 
The lake name Drabùžis, apart from other options, can be associated with Lithuanian drabùs, which means ‘the one who trembles’, Lithuanian drebti means ‘to experience frequent shaking movement (due to cold, terror, etc.), to quiver, to shiver; to shake, to quiver under the influence of external forces’. 
The relation of the name of the river Drančiùkas to the germanism dránka (which means mash, swill, hogwash) is dubious due to the non-conformity of the root vowels č : k, thus it is more credible to associate it to the Lithuanian loan word drañčyti, drañčintis (which means to romp, to rage), and dránča means ‘the one who rages’. 
The compound hydronym Draudẽnių ẽžeras can formally be originated from a nearby village name Draudẽniai, however, as the data of live language show, the authentic form is Draudẽnis and it is originated from a Lithuanian word draũsti (draũdė) which means ‘to say not to do something, to forbid, to warn, to protect; not to permit use something, to forbid’. 
The river name Dvõliškis (Dvóliškis?) is most probably authentic and is related to a Lithuanian word dvaliúoti which means ‘to go’. There is no reason to associate it to the original of *Dvolikis which comes from Lithuanian dvõlikis and means ‘a tool to measure grains’ neither from the point of view of phonetic discrepancy nor from the point of view of the data of a spoken language. 
The river name Dzindzak can be an authentic compound hydronym, the first component of which can be related to Lithuanian dziñ, dzn (‘cin, din’ which are used ‘to denote a tinkling sound’); dzindzti, dziñdzinti (to tinkle, to clang, to jingle), meanwhile the second component can be related to Lithuanian dzàk (‘cak’ which, if repeated, denotes the sound of horse hooves while riding or running); cakt (denotes a sudden movement), dzàkoti (to go fast). 
The river name Karčiãmetis can be originated not from the abbreviated form of *Karčemãvietis > *Karčiãmvietis (dial. *Karčiãmvetis) > Karčiãmetis : karčemà ‘an inn’ and vietà (‘a place of an inn’), but can be originated from a Lithuania word kártis (which means a long, thin wooden stick), kačius (which means a stump, a stool) and a word mèsti (mẽta, mẽtė) which means (to throw upwards or downwards; to remove, to get rid of; to float a net, a fishing rod or an anchor into the water). 
The hydronyms Kemešà, Kẽmešė, Kemešỹs can be related to a Lithuanian word kãmas which means ‘a ball, a wisp, a lump; something hanged’, and kém-sas which means ‘a hump’ can be originated from a baltic *kem- which means ‘to clench’.
The name of the lake and river Kūnà may perhaps be related to a Lithuanian word kū́nas which means ‘a human or animal organism’ and originated from a baltic *kū-/*kēu- which means ‘to cover, to bend’. 
The hydronyms Kurtinỹs, Kurtinlis should rather be attributed to the names denoting features and be related to a Lithuanian word kutinas which means ‘deaf’, or kurtina which means ‘totally blind, completely’. 
The river name Paguž is more plausible to be originated not from previous toponym *Pagužė but from the anthroponyms Gùžas, Gužỹs. 
The Pãspitris is probably not an anthroponym but a hydronym with an appellative origin and may be related to a Lithuanian word paspitrióti which means ‘to have seeing problems’, or paspitrỹs which means ‘a person who has serious seeing problems’. 
The hydronyms Samavà, Sãmė, Samãvas, Sãmis can be associated with a Lithuanian word sémti (sẽmia) which means ‘to scoop, to pour liquids or powdery substance; to flood’ < the baltic *sem- means ‘to flood, to submerge’. 
The name of the lake Sãgavas is not probably a secondary derivative from *Zagavas but is a cognate of a Lithuanian word sagà which means ‘a round object thrust into a loop and used to pin a piece of cloth; a loop, an ear for attach something’, sãgas ‘a loop, an ear to attach something’ < sègti ‘to hang, to attach (by a pin, a needle, or etc.; or to take something attached off; to join, to relate (by a button, a buckle, etc.); or detach’, Prussian sagis < *sagas ‘a buckle’ < ‘a tool to buckle’ < *‘action of buckling’ < *‘buckling’. 
The hydronyms Strta, Strtos can be related to a Lithuanian word strti which means ‘to harden, to become inflexible (while drying); to stifle (while cooling or freezing)’ < baltic *stur-/*stir-/*ster- ‘to stiffen and etc.’

Aurelija Gritėnienė
Anthroponyms of Plant Origin in Contemporary Lithuanian Prose for Children

The article analyses 82 recorded names of characters which are related to plant origin from 41 pieces of children prose literature by 27 Lithuanian authors of the 21st century. The major part of such names is constituted by anthroponyms (36 names), 26 names are used to name various mythological creatures and fictitious creatures originated by authors themselves; 20 names are given to different animals. The article aims at to examine the ways of derivation and formants of such words, to identify most common lexemes serving as underlying words and discuss the process of onymisation. 
The names of characters can be divided into primary and secondary from the point of view of word derivation; the latter ones can be divided into suffix derivatives and flexional derivatives as well as compound names. 
The analysed material shows that in prose texts the primary names are mainly used (there were 70 of them found). The flexional derivatives can be distinguished among secondary names (7 found). 
The authors basically use the titles of blooming and presentable plants in naming the characters. A number of names were derived from herbs, trees, bushes, house flowers, weeds and other names of plants. the most popular plants are the following: aloe vera, oak tree, nettle, lily, mint, carrot, pelargonium, petunia, rose, rue, valerian. 
The names of characters originated from plants usually describe them: emphasise their habitat, profession, occupation and etc. All names described in the article are comprehensible, transparent and their motivation is easy traceable even for children. Thus, even a fragmental research of this linguistic layer allows recognising the naturalistic world-view of Lithuanians. The variety of character names based on plant origin in prose texts for children shows not only the creative power of authors but also the inexhaustible variety of language moreover they reveal the phantasy of prose writers as well as their playfulness.

Rytis Ambrazevičius, Asta Leskauskaitė
Priebalsių balsingumo požymiai. Jų asimiliacija žodžių sandūroje

Paprastai ir tradiciškai sutariama, kad skardžiuosius ir dusliuosius priebalsius skiria fonacijos (balso klosčių veiklos), t. y. balso, balsingojo komponento buvimas ar nebuvimas. Tai ne visai tikslu. Kai kurių kalbų (pavyzdžiui, kai kurių ugrofinų kalbų) priebalsiai, sudarantys analogiškas kontrastines poras, skiriasi ne arba ne tiek balsingumo požymiais, o tam tikrais (mūsų požiūriu – iš lietuvių kalbos fonetikos pozicijų) antriniais požymiais. Atkreipus dėmesį į skirtingas artikuliacines pastangas tariant skardžiuosius ir dusliuosius priebalsius (ar jų dichotominius analogus), pirmuosius kartais linkstama vadinti neįtemptaisiais (lenis), antruosius – įtemptaisiais (fortis). Straipsnyje aptariami pavyzdžiai, kur diferencijuojant fortis–lenis poras balsingumo požymis yra bent kiek nors reikšmingas. 
Pagrindinis akustinis skardžiuosius priebalsius nuo dusliųjų skiriantis požymis – fonaciją rodantis komponentas: kvaziperiodiniai virpesiai oscilogramose, papildomos balso harmonikos spektrogramose. Tačiau net ir nutrūkus fonacijai pučiamasis priebalsis išlieka skardžiuoju. Fonacijos požiūriu labai skiriasi, pavyzdžiui, lietuvių ir anglų kalbų sprogstamieji priebalsiai. Tokiais pavyzdžiais iliustruojami kalbiniai fortis–lenis skirtumai ir argumentuojami kiekybinių metodų privalumai. 
Siūlomi kiekybiniai balsingumo rodikliai. Skardžiųjų pučiamųjų priebalsių spektre išryškėja žemadažnės harmonikos. tuo pasinaudota apibrėžiant pučiamųjų priebalsių LHR (Low-High-Ratio) rodiklį, lygų priebalsio žemadažnės (iki 500 Hz) ir aukštadažnės (per 500 Hz) energijos santykiui. Kiek kitaip, bet pasiremiant panašiu reiškiniu (žemadažnės energijos vyravimas skardžiųjų priebalsių spragos fazėje), konstruojamas sprogstamųjų priebalsių ΔLL rodiklis – santykinis (priebalsio artimame ar tolimame kontekste) žemadažnio komponento garso lygis.
Minėta metodika panaudota ir analizuojant pietų aukštaičių dusliųjų ir skardžiųjų priebalsių sąveiką žodžių sandūroje. S←Ts : S←Td ir T←Ts : T←Td tipų analizė parodė, kad dalinė artimoji regresyvinė asimiliacija aptariamojoje pozicijoje nėra vienoda, o kai kuriais atvejais ir apskritai nevyksta. Be to, norint atlikti patikimą spontaniškos kalbos priebalsių asimiliacijos analizę svarbu atkreipti dėmesį į garso įrašo techninę kokybę, įrašymo patalpos reverberaciją ir kitus veiksnius.

Rima Bakšienė
The Diphthongs of West Highlanders in Kaunas Area: Quantitative Ratio

The article analyses the quantity of semi-diphthongs in three subdialects of West highlanders in Kaunas area (hereinafter referred to as VAK) namely: Marijampolė, Vilkaviškis and Šakiai. The analysed subdialects feature various syllable accent allotones: Marijampolė subdialect elongates the first components of acute accents with i and u; Šakiai subdialect possesses the so called continuous accent, meanwhile Vilkaviškis subdialect has none of the aforementioned features thus the prosodic composition of diphthong syllables is closest to the standard language. The article also discusses the the interpretation of VAK diphthongs quantity and marking in Lithuanian tradition of dialectology. 
The research results showed that he longest diphthongs are the acute diphthongs containing a and e and it is typical to all subdialects. They are substantially longer in Marijampolė and Vilkaviškis subdialects than circumflex variants; meanwhile in Šakiai subdialect this difference in length is not so sharp. The common length of diphthongs with i and u is shorter. The difference between the acute and circumflex diphthongs of this group is very slight in all subdialects. The acute diphthongs tend to be slightly longer in Marijampolė and Šakiai subdialects, meanwhile circumflex diphthongs have a tendency to be slightly longer in Vilkaviškis subdialect. Apparently, this is due to different elongation of the first component in VAK subdialects. 
The length of the first component of diphthongs with a and e is an important accent feature in Marijampolė and Vilkaviškis subdialects. The duration of the first component in Šakiai subdialect is not considered as a crucial feature of accent. It is related to the existing continuous accent prevailing in the subdialect. In the group of diphthongs with i and u the duration of the first component clearly distinguishes accents only in Marijampolė subdialect, meanwhile in Vilkaviškis and Šakiai subdialects this feature loses importance. 
The components of acute diphthongs a and e are of similar length. the ratio of the components of acute diphthongs i and u in Marijampolė, Vilkaviškis and Šakiai subdialects is 1.21:1.16. Thus, in Marijampolė and Šakiai subdialects they are considered as semi long, meanwhile in Vilkaviškis subdialect they are short. 
The components of circumflex diphthongs a and e are of the same length in Marijampolė and Vilkaviškis subdialects, meanwhile in Šakiai subdialect they are shorter (at a ratio 1:1:1.16). Therefore, the components of diphthongs in Šakiai subdialect are considered as semi long and elongated due to continuous accent. The ratio of the components of circumflex diphthongs with i and u in Marijampolė, Vilkaviškis and Šakiai subdialects is 1.08:1:1.2. They are undoubtedly considered as semi long in Šakiai subdialect.

Janina Švambarytė-Valužienė
The Vitality of Language Points: Middle of the 20th – Beginning of the 21st Century

The article provides an overview of the situation in 37 language points of Lietuvių kalbos atlasas (LKA) (Atlas of the Lithuanian Language) representing different dialects of Lithuania from western and eastern Aukštaitija (Highland) as well as southern and northern Žemaitija (Lowland). An attempt is made to establish factors which influenced the situation when certain points were vibrant in the middle of the 20th century and experienced a decline or ceased to exist at the beginning of the 21st century. The location of 7 language points had to be changed. Out of 17 language points of the Šiauliai subdialect in western Aukštaitija 4 had to be moved: from Lūpaičiai (LKA 106) to Dapkūnai, from Legečiai (LKA 262) to Minaičiai, from Kyburiai (LKA 50) to Jurdaičiai and from Noriūnai (LKA 51) to Beržininkai. Out of 3 language points of the Raseiniai subdialect in southern Žemaitija one was moved – from Kušleikiai (LKA 225) to Šalteniai. Out of 9 language points of the Varniai subdialect in southern Žemaitija one was moved – from Džiuik(i)ai to Kužiai. Out of 3 language points of the Telšiai subdialect in northern Žemaitija one was moved – from Dauginiai (LKA 069) to Kapėnai.
The 37 points researched make up 5.03 % of the 735 language points in Lithuania (there are 750 language points of LKA in total and 15 of them are located outside the borders of Lithuania). These 37 language points were vibrant in the 20th century, but by now the location of 18.92 % of them has had to be changed.
The decline of every fourth or fifth point was influenced by external factors: historical cataclysms (the Second World War), occupation and forced changes in the political, economic, social and cultural system (changes in the ways of farming, nationalization, deportations, melioration, creation of the settlements of collective farms, urbanization, migration of the young generation into towns, etc.). External factors created conditions for the development of internal factors, such as natural death of the local population, linguacide. 
Those language points of which the locations changed in the 21st century had not entirely died out. The remaining and returning members of the local communities as well as people from different dialects moving into such places who are active socially, have economic relations in the area and develop cultural as well as linguistic identity make attempts to revive these language points.

Vitalija Karaciejūtė
The Category of Gender of Noun in Varėna Sub-dialect

The sub-dialect of Varėna and villages closest to it (Akmuõ, Babrškės, Bačiai, Beržùpis, Giráitė, Kaštos, Megežeris, Matùizos, Perlojà, Pauosup, Rudnià, Senõji Varėna, Ūtà, Zervýnos, Žiūra), which is ascribed to Southern aukštaičiai, the category of gender has not been investigated and described from the perspective of natural morphology. 
The main aim of the article is to discuss the structure of the category of gender in this sub-dialect, on the basis of empiric material to present semantic and morphological characteristics of the gender of noun and to identify cases of variations in gender. 
The conducted research showed that: 1) the structure of the category of gender in the sub-dialect of Varėna consists of opposition of masculine and feminine gender, what is similar to other sub-dialects (Joniškis, northern širvintiškiai) researched applying the method of natural morphology; 2) there is no strict differentiation in (masculine and female) gender according to stems; stems with flexions only partially mark the gender; 3) users of the sub-dialect of Varėna usually replace gender referring to food and drinks (e.g., su‿bl·no.m, aguõnpien.n); to materials and their refuses (e.g., p.leno.s, aglei); place-names (e.g., *babiẽrik.n, *dúobup.); plants (e.g., vαrnalέ̤·šas, ramun·lei); parts of clothes (e.g., kiš.un, rαŋkó·u.); certain spaces and premises (e.g., v·rtuvis; po.lekl·nikas); organs of human body (e.g., kepenα, megenα) and others; 4) it is inaccurate to refer to specific ‘gender morpheme‘ in the structure of nouns of the sub-dialect of Varėna because the lexical morpheme is inseparable from one or another grammatical meaning of gender.

Rita Miliūnaitė
New Blendings in the Lithuanian Language

The blendings in Lithuanian language appear while borrowing or translating words from other languages as well as some part of them originates from the Lithuanian language itself. The blendings from other languages can be treated in two ways, depending on the recognition of the base words from its fragments and their functioning as independent loanwords: they can be either integral (thus considered simple loanwords and not blendings as for example blogas, flomo, prosumeris); or as blendings of alien origin (for example banksteris, hakatonas, sekspertas). 
There are two main reasons for blending occurrence as neologisms in the language: 1) the need to name new realties; 2) the need to give names to existing realties. Some blendings are easily adapted (botelis, smogas), sometimes they become terms (katomas, kubitas, spintronika), still others never remain instant, daily or situational and are used in specific conversational acts to give peculiar names to items or phenomenon thus they serve as expressional means in a language. 
The techniques of mixing blendings in Lithuanian language are similar as to those in English language. The most popular technique is blending two words containing identical or similar phoneme combinations when the beginning of the first word blends with the end of the second word. Due to its scarcity these blendings cause no threat to word derivation system in Lithuanian language and can be treated as a smart stylistic means. 
The research results allow to expand and systemise the issues of blending derivation which has not been analysed in linguistic work up to now as well as complimenting the funds of examples by adding real functioning data. The collected facts provide further basis for the research of derivation and functioning of blendings.

Grasilda Blažienė
More on the Prague Manuscript German–Lithuanian Dictionary

The article originated while implementing the project The Research and Redaction of the Manuscript German-Lithuanian Dictionary Credited to Friedrich Wilhelm Haack (beginning of the 18th century). The author of the article aimed at following the provenience tracks of the first page in search of the author of donation inscription. It was observed while researching that the knowledge about majority of people in the 17th century is not exact and this kind of information was entirely missing in the majority of cases, for example: the children of Siegmund Jakob Baumgarten who could have been the authors of the inscription in line with the apprentices or brothers of the famous scientist August Gotlieb and Nathanael. 
A certain amount of material was found about Baumgarten environment in Halle and evidentiary connection to Johann Heinrich Lysius who might have inspired Baumgarten’s interest in Lituanistic literature. it is also possible that the interest was raised by the teachers and students of Lithuanian language sessions in the University of Halle and Friedrich Wilhelm Haack himself among them, as the data about Baumgarten’s teaching at the same session when Friedrich Wilhelm Haack had the position of a docent is found. It is still early to state who was the author of the donation inscription. A search of thorough manuscript material is necessary which can lead to no result. However, we already have more information about a person who greatly contributed to science and paid attention to Lithuanian books.

Birutė Triškaitė
Is Friedrich Wilhelm Haack the Author of the So-Called Prague Manuscript Dictionary?

The issue of authorship of the so-called Prague manuscript German-Lithuanian Dictionary (first half of the 18th century) which was found by Ilya Lemeshkin in the national Library of the Czech Republic few years ago (Národní knihovna České republiky: XVI.F.30; hereinafter referred to as the Prague Dictionary) is analysed in this article. The aim of the article is to investigate if the lexicographer and Evangelical Lutheran priest of Lithuania Minor Friedrich Wilhelm Haack (1707–1754) could be the author of the dictionary. Such an assumption is preconditioned due to the provenience at the beginning of the manuscript which states: ‘Auctor Hacke. ǁ War Prediger in Lithauen. Hat ǁ ʒu Halle ſtudirt. Seine Sprach=ǁlehre ſoll auf dem Waiſenhauſe ǁ gedruckt ſeÿn [...]’. 
In order to answer this question the article discusses if the ‘Hacke’ mentioned in the donation inscription could be identified with Friedrich Wilhelm Haack. Despite a slight deviation in surname form (Hacke vs. Haack), a short review of Haack’s biography witnesses that he was the one. 
While analysing the issue of the authorship it was meant that the word ‘Auctor’ could have been perceived not only as a text author, but also as a rewriter of the text, thus, the character of the text of the Prague Dictionary was discussed. The textual analysis revealed that the Dictionary of Prague is not an original work of lexicography but a transcript of a previous dictionary. Having compared the Prague Dictionary to other manuscript German-Lithuanian dictionaries compiled in Lithuania Minor (i.e. Lexicon Lithuanicum, Clavis Germanico-Lithvana, the so-called Richter and Krause dictionaries) it has been established that they share common origin and the Prague Dictionary depicts the texts of at least two dictionaries compiled in the 17th century. Hence, Haack who lived in the first half of the 18th century could not be the author of the 17th century text recorded in the Prague Dictionary. 
Based on Haack’s autographs found in German archives his handwriting was compared to the handwriting of the rewriter of the Prague Dictionary and the following conclusion that Haack cannot even be identified with the rewriter of the dictionary has been drawn. Thus, the conducted research states that the information in the manuscript provenience is not exact, i.e. Haack was neither the author of the Prague Dictionary nor its rewriter. It is most likely, that the grantor of the Prague Dictionary treated it as the manuscript of Vocabvlarivm Litthvanico-Germanicvm, et Germanico-Litthvanicvm (Halle, 1730) by Haack.

Ilja Lemeškin
Manuscript German–Lithuanian Dictionary Credited to Friedrich-Wilhelm Haack in the Czech Republic

While analysing the history of the Prague manuscript of the German – Lithuanian dictionary a very special Austro-Hungarian context can be clearly observed. The dictionary was witnessed in Vienna in 1777 and in 1875 the dictionary was undoubtedly referred by Leopold Geitler. However, the owner of the dictionary Josef Valentin Zlobický and Leopold Geitler will remain the only ones who touched this lexicographical source. 
There is a substantial reason to presume that prior to Geitler, in the first half and the middle of the 19th century, the lexical material of the East Prussia was analysed by the philologist romantic František Čelakovský who was compiling the dictionary of Baltic – Slavic lexical generalities in the period of 1825 – 1852. 
The coming of the manuscript dictionary in Clementinum, i.e. in Imperial and Royal Public and University Library of Prague will most probably be related to one more personality of Baltistics and Slavistics of the first half of the 19th century Pavel Jozef Šafárik. He was referring to the same sources, but approached the issues of the Balts-Slavs differently than František Čelakovský. His approaches towards the ethnogenesis and glotogenesis of the Balts-Slavs accorded with the attitudes of his predecessor Josef Dobrovský. 
The Jesuit J. Dobrovský, as a close supporter and a colleague of J. V. Zlobický, should be presumed as a person mediator with the help of who the German – Lithuanian dictionary appeared in Prague. 
The coming of the manuscript German – Lithuanian dictionary in Vienna was most probably decided by the scientific interests of J. V. Zlobický, the undertaking of the comparative grammar of all Slavic languages to be precise. The Czechs are inclined on treating the Lithuanian language as a separate, i.e. non-Slavic language from the time of Matouš Benešovský (1587). J. V. Zlobický could compare it to the Sorbian language. However, in this case, the Baltic-Slavic issue was important for the researcher in the seventh decade of the 18th century, and his then available manuscript source was convenient in searching for an appropriate explanation and reasoning of arguments of lexical character.
[bookmark: _GoBack]All the above mentioned individuals took on the research direction of Matouš Benešovský i.e. they consistently worked with printed and manuscript dictionaries while thoroughly analysing the issues of Baltic-Slavic language relations.

